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HIGH COURT FOR TTIE STATE OF TELANGANA AT HYDERABAD

WEDNh.SDAY. Il{E TWllNlY SECOND DAY OF APRIL
TWO ]'HOUSAND AND TWENTY SIX

:PRESENT:

THE HONOURAI}LE MRS JUSTICE SUREPALLI NANDA
I.A.No. I OF 2026

'"/ IN
CRP NO: 760 OF 2026

,./
Between

Sri Dhanada Laboratories Private Lirnited,, A private limited cornpany incorporated
under the Companies Act, I 956 and having its registered office at H.No. I 6- 107.
Survey No. 29617/3, S.V.Co-operative Industrial Society, IDA Bollaram, Bollaram
Village, Jinnaram Mandal, Sangareddy District, Telangana- 502 325, represented by
its Director, Mr. Narrireddy R.aghurarn Reddy, S/o. Sri N.Seetharam Reddy.

...PETITIONER/Petitioner /Defendant No. 5
(Petitioner in CRP NO: 760 OF 2026

on the file of High Court)
AND

l. NemallapudiKasthur Redcly,. S/o. N. Veera Reddy. aged about 54 years. Occ.
Business. fuo. Villa No. 18. Meenakshi Barnboos. Gachibowli, Hyderabad - 500 032.

Respondent /Respondent /Plaintiff

2. Namireddy Raghurarn Red,Jy,, S/o. N.Seethararn Reddy, aged about 54 years, Occ.
Business. R"/o. Flat No.50l:. Prakjyothi Highlands. Near Pillar No.2l2, PVNR
Express Way, Dairy Fann Cross Road. Ra.jendranagar, Hyderabad- 500 048.

3. Namireddy Rajaram Reddi,,, S/o. N.Seethararn Reddy. aged about 53 ycars. Occ.
Business. R/o. H.No. l8- I I l. Karnalanag.ar, Dilsukh Nagar, Hyderabad- 500 060

4. L.Venkateshwar Rao,, S/o. not known to plaintiff, Aged about 60 years, Occ.
'^ Advocate, Offi ce at 6-3 -7 l2l 134. Panjagutta, Hyderabad.

5. R.Sekhar Reddy,, S/o. not known to plaintiff. Aged about 54 years, Occ. Advocate.
C/o. Narnireddy RajararnRedrJy, S/o. N.Seetharam Reddy, aged about 53 years, Occ.
Business, R/o. H.No. l8-l ll, Karnalanagar, Dilsukh Nagar, Hyderabad- 500 060.
(Respondent. Nos. 2 to 5 are not neeessary in this petition)

...RESPONDENTS/Respondents/Defendants No. I to 4
(Respondents in-do-)

Counsel for the Petitioner: S|RI L PRASADA RAO

Counsel for the Respondent No. l: SRI BAGLEKAR AKASH KUMAR



Petition unrler Section l5 I of C.P.C praying that in the circumstances stated in
the alfidavit liled in supporr c,f the petition, the High Coun may be pleased to stay all
l'unher proceedings in O.S. Irto. ll7 of 2023 on the file of the Principal District and
Sessions Judge, Sangareddl' I)istrict at Sangareddy District, pending disposal of CRP
No 760 of 2026. on the tlle of the High Court.

The Court made the following

ORDER

Heard Sri S. Ravi. leamed Senior Designated Counsel representing Sri L.

Prasad Rao, leanred counsel ,rn record, appearing on behatf of the petitioner and Sri

Baglekar Akash Kumar. leamed counsel appearing on behalf ol- respondent No.l .

The oresent C.R.P. No.7r50 of 2026 is filed seekine nraver as under:

"...to set aside the Order dated 24.11.2025 passed in I.A No.929 of 2025 in

O.S. No.l17 rtf 2023 on the file of the Hon'ble Principal District & Sessions

Judge. Sangareddy District at Sangareddy, by allowing the present Civil

Revision Petition and piss such funher order/s as this Hon'ble Court may

deem fit and proper in the thcts and circumstances of the case and rendcr

.justice".

PERUSED THE RECORD

The relevant Dortion ol' the Judqment dated 05.01.2026 in Nak Ensineerins

CompanY Private Limited Vs. Tarun Keshrichand Shah and Others reoorted in

(2026) 3 SCC 631 in oarticular. oara N0.32 is extracted hereunder:

32,In Kasturi v . l!,yamperumal lKasturi v. lyyamperumal. (2(t05) 6 SCC 7331

this Court crystallized the twin tests for a necessary party : (SCC p. 733)

"The question oi'.ju risdiction ol'the court to invoke Order I Rule I0CPC to

add a part1, who is not rnade a party in the suit by the plaintiff shall not arise

unless a party proposed to be added has direct and legal interest in the

controversy involved in the suit Two tests are to be satisfied for

determinins the question who is a necessarv Dartv. The tests a re: ( ) thereI
must be a rieht to sorne relief a inst such oartv in resDect of the

controversies inv ved irr the Droceedinssi (2)

Takine into consideration:

no effective decree can be

passed in the absence of such Da.r8."



\r - ***,;*;-,.',i-1:.

(a) -I'he order dated 18.08.2020 passed by the National Company Law

Tribunal (NCLT) Hyderaoad Bench in T.P.No. 106/24 I MDB12016 which

categorically held that the Re:;pondent/Plaintiff and his wife were rank outsiders as far

as the petitioner/defendant No.5 cornpany and its management and assets are

concerned. and that all acts cornmitted by the RespondenVPlaintifftiom 01.09.2012

onwards were declared as ille13al, null and void and done without Authority.

(b) The order dated 06.12.2022 passed by the National Company Law

Appellate Tribunal. Principal Bench New Delhi. in Company Appeal (AT) No. 154 ol
2020 which had been uphel,J by the Apex Court vide its order dated 24.01.2023

passed in Civil Appeal No.35.| of 2023 in favour of the petitioner herein,

(c) The fact as bome on record that the Review Petition filed against the said

order also having been dismissed by the Suprerne Court vide its order dated

12.09.2023.

(d) The Judgment of the Apex Court reported in 2026(3) SCC Page 63 I

referred to and extracted above, and applying the same to the facts of the present case,

This Court o ines that th ects sue uires ex mtn nindti tail h nce

th shall e interim sta of all further roceedin ln ursuance t the

lm u ed ord r dated 24.11.2025 assed in I.A. N .929 of 2025 in O.S. No.I 7 f

'[o,

Sd/- T.SRINTVASA REDDY
ASSISTANT REGISTRAR )"

//TRUE COPYII

SECTI N OFFICER

l. 'fhe Principal District and Sessions Judge. Sangareddy District at Sangareddy
District.

2. NemallapudiKasthur Reddy,, S/o. N. Veera Reddy, aged about 5zl years, Occ.
Business, R/o. Villa ),1o.18. Meenakshi Barnboos, Gachibowli. Hyderabad -
500 032.[By SPAD]

3. One CC ro Sri. L PRAfiADA RAO Advocate [oPUCj
4. One spare copy

I

2021 ,gn the file o.f Princip?1. Pistrict 4 Sessions Jud,ee. Qaneareddv till

12.06.2026.
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HIGH COURT

SN., J

DATED: 22-04-20]'6

ORDER

I.A.No. I OF 2026
IN
CRP NO: 760 OF 2026

INTERIM STA'!
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